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‘The Most Bogus Ideas’: Science, 
Religion and Creationism in the  
John Maynard Smith Archive  
Helen Piel
I. Introduction
The science and religion question is one of continued interest in academia and in the non-
academic public. In terms of biology, discussions almost inevitably revolve around the question 
of evolution and (human) origins, contrasting Charles Darwin’s ideas and the theory of evolution 
(by means of natural selection) to the Biblical account of creation and origins in Genesis (if, 
when talking about religion, we mean Christianity). ‘[C]ritics of evolution tended to identify 
themselves as antievolutionists rather than creationists’ until the mid-twentieth century,1 but in 
WKHVVFLHQWL¿FFUHDWLRQLVPDOVRNQRZQDVFUHDWLRQVFLHQFHDURVHLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVDQG
ZDVGH¿QHGVSHFL¿FDOO\LQLWVRSSRVLWLRQWRHYROXWLRQ
&UHDWLRQVFLHQFHLQFOXGHVWKHVFLHQWL¿FHYLGHQFHDQGUHODWHGLQIHUHQFHVWKDWLQGLFDWH
6XGGHQFUHDWLRQRIWKHXQLYHUVHHQHUJ\DQGOLIHIURPQRWKLQJ7KHLQVXI¿FLHQF\
of mutation and natural selection in bringing about development of all living kinds 
IURPDVLQJOHRUJDQLVP&KDQJHVRQO\ZLWKLQ¿[HGOLPLWVRIRULJLQDOO\FUHDWHGNLQGV
RISODQWVDQGDQLPDOV6HSDUDWHDQFHVWU\IRUPDQDQGDSHV([SODQDWLRQRIWKH
HDUWK¶VJHRORJ\E\FDWDVWURSKLVPLQFOXGLQJWKHRFFXUUHQFHRIDZRUOGZLGHÀRRGDQG
(6) A relatively recent inception of the earth and living kinds.2
Especially since the 1970s, creationism has lobbied vocally against evolution(ism).3 Naturally 
biologists, and evolutionary biologists in particular, have a professional and often personal 
interest in debates on the validity of the theory of evolution and the view of their non-biologist 
colleagues and the wider public. It is the nature of these debates that they often only portray 
H[WUHPHVUDWKHUWKDQFRPSOH[LWLHVHFKRLQJWKHLQVFKRODUO\FLUFOHVZLGHO\GLVFUHGLWHGWKHVLVRI
FRQÀLFWEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQµ7KHIXQGDPHQWDOZHDNQHVVRIWKHFRQÀLFWWKHVLV¶ZULWHV
John Hedley Brooke, ‘is its tendency to portray science and religion as hypostatized forces, 
DV HQWLWLHV LQ WKHPVHOYHV7KH\ VKRXOG UDWKHUEH VHHQDV FRPSOH[ VRFLDO DFWLYLWLHV LQYROYLQJ
GLIIHUHQWH[SUHVVLRQVRIKXPDQFRQFHUQWKHVDPHLQGLYLGXDOVRIWHQSDUWLFLSDWLQJLQERWK¶4  
This article introduces the archive of the British evolutionary biologist John Maynard Smith 
(1920-2004), which is held by the British Library, to then discuss Maynard Smith’s engagements 
1  Ronald L. Numbers, ‘Creationism’, in Michael Ruse (ed.), The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Darwin and 
Evolutionary Thought (Cambridge, 2013), p. 476.
2 'H¿QLWLRQ IURP WKH $UNDQVDV ODZ FLWHG LQ 5RQDOG / 1XPEHUV 7KH &UHDWLRQLVWV )URP 6FLHQWL¿F
Creationism to Intelligent Design, expanded edition (Cambridge, Mass., 2006), p. 7. See also ‘creationism’, 
Oxford English Dictionary, Online version, <www.oed.com!>DFFHVVHG2FWREHU@
3  See e.g. John Hedley Brooke, Science and Religion. Some Historical Perspectives (Cambridge, 2014), especially 
chapter VIII, ‘Evolutionary Theory and Religious Belief’, but also postscript, ‘Science and Religion in the 
Twentieth Century’.
4 Brooke, op. cit., p. 56.
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with religion in general, and creationism in particular. Maynard Smith was an atheist who 
invariably defended science over religion. Since the majority of his interactions were with 
H[WUHPLVWUHOLJLRXVYLHZVRULQWKHIRUPRIGHEDWHVKHWHQGHGWRK\SRVWDWL]HERWKVFLHQFHDQG
religion. The interactions therefore reveal two things: Maynard Smith’s understanding of the 
QDWXUHRIVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDQGLQWKDWFRQWH[WKLVXVHRIWKHSKLORVRSK\RIVFLHQFH
 
II. John Maynard Smith and his Archive
John Maynard Smith was the ‘senior statesman of British evolutionary biology’ with a career that 
spanned the second half of the twentieth century.5 He was approached by the former British Library 
Board chairman Sir John Ashworth in 2001, asking if he ‘had thought of the ultimate fate of [his] 
archive(s)’.6 The British Library had, at that point, just received the British biologist William D. 
Hamilton’s archive as a loan and was in the process of acquiring the American scientist George R. 
Price’s papers as well.7 Maynard Smith knew both of these men and had collaborated with Price on 
a seminal paper in the early 1970s.µ,DPDQ[LRXV¶FRQWLQXHG$VKZRUWK
that the Library build on this nucleus so that we can develop a collection of material 
UHODWLQJWRWKHGHYHORSPHQWLQWKH8.DQGHOVHZKHUHRIHYROXWLRQDU\VWXGLHVPRUH
generally. You were and are a key person in this intellectual history and it would greatly 
enrich the national collection if we were able to add your archives to it.9
Maynard Smith agreed to leave his papers to the Library and this, after his death in April 
 ZDV FRQ¿UPHG E\ KLV VRQ $QWKRQ\ 7RQ\ 0D\QDUG 6PLWK10 Thus the donation of the 
PDWHULDO IURP -RKQ 0D\QDUG 6PLWK¶V RI¿FH DW WKH 8QLYHUVLW\ RI 6XVVH[ ZDV HIIHFWLYH IURP 
2 August 2004. 
The archive is a hybrid of paper-based material (correspondence, research and lecture notes, 
FRPSXWHU SULQWRXWV PDQXVFULSWV RIISULQWV DQG QRWHERRNV DQG ERUQGLJLWDO PDWHULDO ÀRSS\
disks containing computer programmes and drafts for his last book, Animal Signals,11 as well as 
two hard drives). Personal material was mostly retained by the family. The paper-based material 
LVIXOO\FDWDORJXHG$GG06DQGDOWKRXJKWKHVFLHQWL¿FPDWHULDOLVVSDUVHUZLWK
regard to Maynard Smith’s early career, it does offer a rich portrait of his career and working 
life. 
0D\QDUG6PLWKHQWHUHGHYROXWLRQDU\ELRORJ\DIWHUD¿UVWFDUHHUDVDQDLUFUDIWHQJLQHHUZLWK
a degree from Cambridge where he studied in the late 1930s and early 1940s. But he had had a 
childhood interest in nature and science and had spent much time in the school library at Eton 
educating himself with books by Charles Darwin, Albert Einstein, Arthur Eddington, and J. B. 
6+DOGDQH+DOGDQHSURYHGWREHDPDMRULQÀXHQFHRQ0D\QDUG6PLWKDIDFWDOVRUHSUHVHQWHG
in the archive). After deciding to enter a second career as a biologist, Maynard Smith wrote 
WR+DOGDQHWKHQWHDFKLQJDW8QLYHUVLW\&ROOHJHLQ/RQGRQ8&/7KLVPDUNHGWKHVWDUWRID
¿IW\\HDUORQJFDUHHUDVDUHVHDUFKVFLHQWLVWZKRZRUNHGDPRQJRWKHUWKLQJVRQWKHHYROXWLRQ
RIVHQHVFHQFHVH[DQGFRQÀLFW12  
5 0DUHN.RKQµ-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK¶New Statesman (14 July 2003), pp. 36f (p. 36).
6 -0$VKZRUWKWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK0D\$GG06
7  Other archives by twentieth-century biologists held at the BL are, for instance, those of Anne McLaren, Donald 
Michie (who later, and more famously, pioneered research in machine intelligence) and Marilyn Monk.
 -RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWKDQG*HRUJH53ULFHµ7KH/RJLFRI$QLPDO&RQÀLFW¶NatureFF[OYLSS
9 -0$VKZRUWKWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK0D\$GG06
10  John Maynard Smith to Anne Summers, 25 June 2001, and Anthony Maynard Smith to Jeremy Leighton 
-RKQ-XQH%/$FTXLVLWLRQ¿OHµ-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK¶
11  John Maynard Smith and David Harper, Animal Signals2[IRUG
12 0DUHN.RKQA Reason for Everything. Natural Selection and the English Imagination (London, 2004), pp. 199-223.
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1H[WWRKLVZRUNZLWKLQDFDGHPLD±DW8&/LQWKHVDQGHDUO\VXQWLOKHPRYHGWR
WKHQHZO\IRXQGHG8QLYHUVLW\RI6XVVH[DVLWV¿UVWGHDQIRUWKH6FKRRORIWKH%LRORJLFDO6FLHQFHV
LQ±0D\QDUG6PLWKZDVDOVRDQDFWLYHVFLHQFHFRPPXQLFDWRU+HZURWHDSRSXODUVFLHQFH
ERRNDVHDUO\DVThe Theory of Evolution, which inspired generations of future evolutionary 
biologists.13 Maynard Smith was also active on radio and television and collected several of 
KLVHVVD\VDQGERRNUHYLHZVLQHGLWHGYROXPHV2QHRIWKHVHZDV¿UVWHQWLWOHGGames, Sex and 
Evolution but later re-published as Did Darwin Get It Right?14
This question of the validity of the Darwinian theory of evolution was something with which 
Maynard Smith dealt throughout his career. He himself was a strong neo-Darwinist, that is, he fol-
ORZHG LQD WUDGLWLRQ WKDWHPHUJHG LQ WKH¿UVWKDOIRI WKH WZHQWLHWKFHQWXU\DQGZKLFKFRPELQHG
Darwin’s theory of natural selection with Mendelian genetics. Important work towards this 
synthesis was done by J. B. S. Haldane (Maynard Smith’s mentor) and R. A. Fisher in Britain, and 
6HZDOO:ULJKWLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV7KH\VKRZHGµLQIXOOPDWKHPDWLFDOGHWDLOKRZRQHFDQKDYH
a theory of evolution where selection plays a large role backed and guaranteed by the workings 
of Mendelian genes in populations’.15 This revitalized understanding of natural selection, dubbed the 
µPRGHUQV\QWKHVLV¶E\-XOLDQ+X[OH\LQZDVODWHUH[SDQGHGXSRQE\ELRORJLVWVOLNH7KHRGRVLXV
Dobzhansky and Ernst Mayr. It introduced new emphases for evolutionary studies on processes 
rather than objects, on causes, heuristics and mechanisms rather than description, as well as new 
standards for methods.16 
The archive at the British Library contains several fascinating instances in which Maynard 
6PLWKZDVFRQIURQWHGZLWKSHRSOHDQGSXEOLFDWLRQVRSSRVLQJ'DUZLQLDQHYROXWLRQ±DQG0D\QDUG
6PLWK¶VXQGHUVWDQGLQJRILWLQWKHDERYHVNHWFKHGQHR'DUZLQLDQWUDGLWLRQ±IURPDUHOLJLRXVSRLQW
of view. Other instances were less confrontational and took the more general form of a discussion 
of the nature of science and religion and their differences. As an atheist (or at least, an agnostic, 
depending on which interview you listen to), Maynard Smith always sided with science over 
religion and tended to use these terms generically, ignoring nuances and almost treating ‘science’ 
and ‘religion’ as distinct entities. In part this is due to the nature of his interactions with religion, 
UHFHLYLQJPDWHULDOIURPDQGGHEDWLQJZLWKSURSRQHQWVRIPRUHH[WUHPHYLHZVRIUHOLJLRQWKDW
only represent a small part of the possible religious views. Yet nonetheless it is worth bearing in 
mind that this hypostatization of science and religion ignores that there is ‘no single, natural form 
of the relationship of the two entities, because there are many religions (including many different 
forms of Christianity) and many different areas of science, each posing its own problem’.17 
III. Passive Conversations: Jehovahs Witnesses  
,Q0D\QDUG6PLWKQRWHGWKDWµ>R@QHFDQQRWVSHQGDOLIHWLPHZRUNLQJRQHYROXWLRQDU\WKHRU\
ZLWKRXWEHFRPLQJDZDUHWKDWPRVWSHRSOHZKRGRQRWZRUNLQWKH¿HOGDQGVRPHZKRGRKDYH 
13  Richard Dawkins, ‘Foreword’, in John Maynard Smith, The Theory of Evolution (Cambridge, 1993), p. 
[L'DYLG+DUSHUµ-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK¶The Guardian (22 April 2004); Linda Partridge, ‘Appreciations: 
John Maynard Smith’, The Guardian (23 April 2004); Brian Charlesworth and Paul Harvey, ‘John Maynard 
Smith’, Biographical Memoirs of Fellows of the Royal SocietyOLSSS6HHDOVR+HOHQ
Piel, ‘Complicating the Story of Popular Science: John Maynard Smith’s “Little Penguin” on The Theory 
of Evolution’, Journal of the History of BiologyRQOLQH¿UVW'2,V\
14  John Maynard Smith, Did Darwin Get It Right? (London, 1993).
15  Michael Ruse, ‘Population Genetics’, in Michael Ruse (ed.), Cambridge Encyclopedia of Darwin and 
Evolutionary Thought (Cambridge, 2013), p. 277.
16  Joe Cain, ‘Synthesis Period in Evolutionary Studies’, in Ruse (ed.), Cambridge Encyclopedia of Darwin and 
Evolutionary ThoughtSS
17  Peter J. Bowler and Iwan R. Morus, Making Modern Science: A Historical Survey (Chicago, 2010), p. 364.
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a strong wish to believe that the Darwinian theory is false.’ One vocal group disbelieving the 
WKHRU\ZHUH±DQGDUH±FUHDWLRQLVWV0D\QDUG6PLWKKDGERWKSDVVLYHDQGDFWLYHFRQYHUVDWLRQV
with creationism, creationists and the science-religion relationship more broadly speaking. By this 
I mean that some creationist material he received, he did not comment on (that we know) but still 
NHSWLQKLV¿OHVJLYLQJLWVRPHLPSRUWDQFH$WRWKHUWLPHV0D\QDUG6PLWKDFWLYHO\HQJDJHGZLWK
both material and people from a creationist or religious background.
,QWKHFRQWH[WRI0D\QDUG6PLWK¶VHQJDJHPHQWVZLWKUHOLJLRQDQGFUHDWLRQLVPZHDUHWDONLQJ
about Christian interpretations. He was raised in the Church of England but broke with his faith 
at Eton after encountering science, particularly evolutionary biology. In later interviews he 
FRXOGQRWUHPHPEHUZKHQKH¿UVWFDPHDFURVV'DUZLQ¶VLGHDVEXWUHFDOOHGWKHLPSDFWRIUHDGLQJ
Haldane and his interpretations and popularizations of evolutionary ideas: 
I can remember, as a boy of 15, sitting there reading, I’d never come across stuff like 
this. And I thought: My God, there are people out there who think like that. And it was 
GHHSO\PRYLQJWKDWLWZDVDPL[WXUHRIUHDVRQRIPDWKHPDWLFVRIDWKHLVPDOOVRUW
RIPL[HGXSWRJHWKHU7KDWLWZDVYHU\PRYLQJWR¿QGRXWWKDW,ZDVQ¶WDORQHLQWKH
world, you know, there were other people out there, who were ... not like me, but I was 
trying to be like them.19
Maynard Smith also felt that he had to decide between science and religion, and he chose 
science. He has referred to this as an ‘escape from religion’ and ‘an enormous relief’:
what had been burdensome was that I didn’t feel it allowed me to follow my thought 
to the end. I would be thinking about something then I’d think no but that’s sort of 
dangerous if I think like that maybe I’ll have doubts and then reading Darwin the doubts 
just over-whelmed and I thought right I don’t have to bother anymore I don’t believe it.20
Like Haldane, he went to ‘that dreadful school’ (Eton) and part of breaking with this back-
ground was to break with Christianity. He admitted in 2004 that it ‘wasn’t all that easy’ but that 
he still saw himself as a ‘rather militant atheist’, like Haldane, and ‘we’re not alone’.21 (In 2001 
he had still preferred the term agnostic.)22 
From 1960 onwards Maynard Smith was an increasingly visible scientist who established 
KLPVHOIDVDSXEOLFLQWHOOHFWXDOWKURXJKUDGLRDQGWHOHYLVLRQZRUN,QKHVSRNHH[SOLFLWO\
RQWKHVFLHQFHUHOLJLRQUHODWLRQVKLSVHHEHORZDQGKLVLQWHUHVWVLQWKHWRSLFDQGH[SHUWLVHDV
an evolutionary biologist were known enough for the Jehovah’s Witnesses to engage with him. 
The archive holds some material sent to Maynard Smith by Witnesses or those with an interest 
LQWKHLULGHDVPRVWO\GDWLQJWR7KHPDWHULDO±DERRNDQGWZRPDJD]LQHV±VHUYHVDVDQ
H[DPSOHRIVRPHRIWKHFUHDWLRQLVWDUJXPHQWVDJDLQVWHYROXWLRQ
The ‘Creation’ folder in Maynard Smith’s archive contains two issues of the magazine 
Awake!. The magazine is meant as a news source for Witnesses, ‘unfettered by censorship and 
VHO¿VKLQWHUHVW¶ZLWKRXWSROLWLFDOWLHVRUUHOLJLRXVIXQGDPHQWDOLVPEXWZLWKµLQWHJULW\WRWUXWK¶
It is ‘whole-some’ and ‘instructive’, pledging itself 
 -RKQ 0D\QDUG 6PLWK µ6\PEROLVP DQG &KDQFH¶  UHSXEOLVKHG LQ KLV Did Darwin Get It Right?, 
pp. 15-21 (p. 21).
19  John Maynard Smith and Richard Dawkins, Interview (1997), ‘Reading Haldane’s Possible Worlds at Eton’, 
<KWWSVZZZZHERIVWRULHVFRPSOD\MRKQPD\QDUGVPLWK>.
20 -RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWKDQG5REHUW:ULJKW ,QWHUYLHZ6XVVH[$YDLODEOHDWKWWSVPHDQLQJRÀLIHWY
YLGHRV>. 
21  John Maynard Smith and Paul Erickson (Interview, 2004). BL Sounds [uncatalogued]. Other scientists from 
the synthetic period were not atheists; Fisher, for instance, was deeply committed to Christianity (Michael 
Ruse, The Evolution-Creation Struggle (Cambridge, Mass., 2006), p. 177).
22  Maynard Smith and Wright, op. cit.
5‘The Most Bogus Ideas’: Science, Religion and Creationism in the John Maynard Smith Archive
eBLJ 2019,  Article 7
WRULJKWHRXVSULQFLSOHVWRH[SRVLQJKLGGHQIRHVDQGVXEWOHGDQJHUVWRFKDPSLRQLQJ
freedom for all, to comforting mourners and strengthening those disheartened by the 
IDLOXUHVRIDGHOLQTXHQWZRUOGUHÀHFWLQJVXUHKRSHIRUWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRI*RG¶V
righteous new order in this generation.23 
At least one of the two issues in the archive was sent directly to Maynard Smith by the 
Witnesses’ Brighton North Congregation, who ‘would appreciate your comments on this (the 
subject of evolution), but especially on the article entitled “Is Evolution in Question” […].’ 
However, someone took it upon themselves to add, in pen: ‘P. S. You are a scoundrel.’24 
7KHKDQGZULWLQJ LQGLFDWHV LWZDVQRW WKH VDPHSHUVRQZKR VLJQHG WKH OHWWHU7KLV VSHFL¿F
LVVXHZRQGHUHG µ(YROXWLRQRU&UHDWLRQE\*RG±:KLFK"¶EXWDOUHDG\RQ WKHFRYHUDVVXUHG
WKDW µ6FLHQWL¿F IDFWVFRQ¿UPWKH%LEOH¶7KH¿UVWSDJHVFRQ¿UPWKH WHQRUDJDLQVWHYROXWLRQ
H[SODLQLQJWKDWHYROXWLRQOHDGVWRFULPHEHFDXVHHYROXWLRQFDQQRWEHKDUPRQL]HGZLWKIDLWK
or God, it leads to abandonment of God. Teaching evolution to children is therefore almost 
guaranteeing they will ‘participate in the demoralization rampant today’.25 
In the following, the Bible is presented as ‘reasonable’ on the topic of the origin of life (in part 
EHFDXVHLWLVµORJLFDODQGRUGHUO\¶DQGEHFDXVHLWLVµLQKDUPRQ\ZLWKWKHIDFWVDVZH¿QGWKHP
WRGD\¶µ&DQDGRJSURGXFHDNLWWHQRUDQRDNVHHGDSDOPWUHH"2IFRXUVHQRW¶26  Evolution, on the 
RWKHUKDQGFDQQRWH[SODLQOLIHQRUFDQVFLHQWLVWVPDNHOLIH+LVWRU\KDVQRSURRIIRUKXPDQNLQG¶V
Fig. 1. Awake!PDJD]LQH$SULO$GG06
23  Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society, Awake! (22 April 1967), p. 2.
24 '6XOOLYDQRQEHKDOIRI-HKRYDK¶V:LWQHVVHVWRµ'HDU6LURU0DGDP¶XQGDWHG$GG06
25  Watch Tower and Bible Tract Society, op. cit., pp. 3-5.
26  Watch Tower and Bible Tract Society, op. cit., p. 7.
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SURORQJHG H[LVWHQFH RQ HDUWK VFLHQWL¿F GDWLQJ PHWKRGV DUH XQUHOLDEOH DQG FRQWUDGLFWRU\ 3DVW
H[SODQDWLRQVIRUHYROXWLRQOLNH/DPDUFN¶VRIWKHLQKHULWDQFHRIDFTXLUHGFKDUDFWHUVZHUHSURYHQ
ZURQJ±VRZK\EHOLHYH LQ'DUZLQ¶V"/LIHDQGRUJDQLVPVDUH WRRFRPSOH[ WREH WKHUHVXOWRI
natural selection, and mutations only harmful. In general, the orderliness of creation is opposed to 
the perceived randomness of evolution by natural selection.
The arguments are very similar to the ones given in another Jehovah’s Witnesses’ publication 
from 1967. Again, this was sent to Maynard Smith in the hope of hearing his views on the 
DGGUHVVHGSRLQWV7KLVWLPHLWZDVQRWWKHORFDOEUDQFKEXWD0UV'DSKQH7D\ORUIURP6KHI¿HOG
She wrote that ‘[q]uite a few people in our locality including teachers interested in evolution, 
have found [the book] most enlightening.’27 The title was Did Man Get Here by Evolution or 
by Creation?$JDLQWKHDXWKRUVDI¿UPWKDWHYROXWLRQDU\WHDFKLQJVDWXUDWHVHYHU\WKLQJHYHQ
religion, and then ask what their readers 
SHUVRQDOO\NQRZRIWKHHYLGHQFHIRURUDJDLQVWWKHEHOLHILQHYROXWLRQ"'RHVLWUHDOO\
KDUPRQL]HZLWKWKHIDFWVRIVFLHQFH":HLQYLWH\RXUFDUHIXOH[DPLQDWLRQRIWKLVPDWWHU
as it has a direct bearing on your life and your future.
7KHUXQQLQJDUJXPHQWLVRQHWKDWKDGEHHQSUHYLRXVO\XVHGE\:LOOLDP3DOH\LQKLVERRN
Natural Theology: or, Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity±QDWXUH LV WRR
FRPSOH[IRUWKHUHQRWWRKDYHEHHQDQLQWHOOLJHQWGHVLJQHURUFUHDWRU3DOH\IDPRXVO\XVHGWKH
DQDORJ\RIDZDWFKPDNHUVXSSRVH\RXZHUHWR¿QGDZDWFKRQWKHKHDWKDQGXSRQH[DPLQLQJ
LWDQGLWVFRPSOH[LW\ZRXOG\RXQRWVXSSRVHWKHUHKDVWRKDYHEHHQDZDWFKPDNHU"6LPLODUO\
Jehovah’s Witnesses argue that ‘what is made requires a maker’.29/LNLQJ'1$WRµFRPSOH[
blueprints for future development’ (as they also did in the Awake! issue), they wonder: ‘And 
when we see blueprints responsible for the building of beautiful bridges, buildings and 
PDFKLQHVGRZHHYHUFRQWHQGWKH\FDPHLQWREHLQJZLWKRXWDQLQWHOOLJHQWGHVLJQHU"¶30 What is 
PRUHWKHUHLVQRWHQRXJKHYLGHQFHIRUHYROXWLRQZKLOHDOOWKHH[LVWLQJHYLGHQFHLVFRPSDWLEOH
with the Bible), it is all just a theory based on conjecture and wishful thinking, unsupported by 
fact, not proper science at all. 
8QIRUWXQDWHO\ WKLVPDWHULDORQO\VXUYLYHGXQFRPPHQWHGLQ WKHDUFKLYH:HGRQRWNQRZ
for instance, if Maynard Smith ever read the book or shared his views with Mrs Taylor. Or if 
he got in touch with the Brighton North Congregation. But his keeping the publications (and 
signing his name on them) demonstrates his interest in these issues. The following will look at 
three instances in which Maynard Smith directly engaged with the relationship between science 
and religion, including but not limited to creationism. These discussions will not only reveal 
Maynard Smith’s views on religion but also on what the nature of science is.
IV. Active Conversations: God Broadcasts and Creationist Debates
       
      A. God Broadcasts
7KH¿UVWLVDVHULHVRIUDGLRWDONVWKDWDLUHGRQWKH%%&+RPH6HUYLFH¶Vµ)RU6FKRROV¶SURJUDPPH
in early 1965. Maynard Smith archived the transcripts as ‘God broadcasts’.
The actual title of the broadcasts was Christianity and the Natural SciencesSDUWRIWKH6L[WK
Form series The Christian Religion and its Philosophy. The nine episodes were guided by the 
TXHVWLRQµ,VWKHUHDPHHWLQJSRLQW"¶DQGLQWURGXFHGE\6WHSKHQ7RXOPLQWKHQ'LUHFWRURIWKH
27 'DSKQH7D\ORUWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK2FWREHU$GG06&
  Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society, Did Man Get Here by Evolution or by Creation? (New York, 1967).
29 Ibid., p. 36.
30 Ibid., p. 72.
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1XI¿HOG)RXQGDWLRQ8QLWIRUWKH+LVWRU\RI,GHDV7KLVHSLVRGHZDVIROORZHGE\IRXUHSLVRGHV
with John Maynard Smith and four episodes with the Reverend John Habgood (1927-2019) 
(three consisted of talks, followed by one in which the producer put questions to each).
Date Title Speaker
19 Jan. 65 One universe: diverse interpretations Stephen Toulmin
26 Jan. 65 6FLHQWL¿FNQRZOHGJHDQGWKHZD\WR¿QGLW John Maynard Smith
2 Feb. 65 7KHVFLHQWL¿FLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHHYLGHQFH John Maynard Smith
9 Feb. 65 Man and nature John Maynard Smith
16 Feb. 65 &KULVWLDQNQRZOHGJHDQGWKHZD\WR¿QGLW John S. Habgood
23 Feb. 65 The Christian interpretation of the evidence John S. Habgood
2 Mar. 65 Nature, man and God John S. Habgood
9 Mar. 65 ,VWKHUHDPHHWLQJSRLQW" John S. Habgood, Robert C. Walton
16 Mar. 65 ,VWKHUHDPHHWLQJSRLQW" John Maynard Smith, Robert C. Walton
School radio is almost as old as radio itself, certainly as old as the BBC. In the early stages, 
between the 1920s and 1930s, it was met with positive anticipation by some and scepticism by 
others. Assurances were needed that   
the broadcasts were to supplement, not supplant, teachers, that they should make 
demands of children, rather than merely ‘tickling their interest’, and that they could 
FRQWULEXWHWRµDFXUULFXOXPZKLFKKDGDFORVHUFRQQH[LRQZLWKOLIH¶31 
That way, teachers were not threatened, while at the same time the BBC’s aims to ‘inform, 
educate and entertain’ were ensured. It was important that pupils were engaged and challenged, 
that they were thinkers and actors, not mere listeners.32 Part of the Reithian era at the BBC was 
the importance placed on character formation.33 The period in which Maynard Smith entered 
school radio was a ‘second “golden age”’, with a rise from around 3,000 schools listening in 
DWWKHEHJLQQLQJWRWKHYDVWPDMRULW\RIVFKRROVXVLQJUDGLRDQHVWLPDWHGRI8.VFKRROV
DQG WHOHYLVLRQ EURDGFDVWV  DLPHG DW DQG SURGXFHG IRU WKHLU SXSLOV34 (About ten years 
SUHYLRXVO\RI8.VFKRROVKDGEHHQXVLQJVFKRROEURDGFDVWLQJ35
Christianity and the Natural Sciences was produced by Robert C. Walton, head of the BBC’s 
School Broadcasting Department. Walton had previously published on religious broadcasting, 
writing that religious education was ‘given its proper place’. At the time of writing, 1954, 
WKHUHZHUHµWZRVSHFL¿FDOO\UHOLJLRXVVHULHV±D6HUYLFHIRU6FKRROVDQGD6L[WK)RUPVHULHV
±Religion and Philosophy’. This was an ‘intellectual presentation of the Christian religion’, 
DLPHGDWSXSLOVDERXWWROHDYHVFKRRODQGZKRPD\EH¿UPLQWKHLUIDLWKLQGLIIHUHQWRUVFHSWLFDO
The programme ‘can bring to the microphone distinguished scientists, historians, theologians, 
DQG&KULVWLDQPHQRIDFWLRQWRVKDUHWKHLUNQRZOHGJHDQGH[SHULHQFH¶36 It was broadcast on 
Fig. 2. Christianity and the Natural Sciences.
31 'DYLG&URRNµ6FKRRO%URDGFDVWLQJLQWKH8QLWHG.LQJGRP$Q([SORUDWRU\+LVWRU\¶Journal of Educational 
Administration and History[[[L[SSS
32 Ibid.
33 -RKQ5HLWKZDVWKH%%&¶VIRXQGHUDQG¿UVWJHQHUDOPDQDJHUµ-RKQ5HLWK±%HJLQQLQJV¶ZZZEEFFRXN
KLVWRU\RIWKHEEFUHVHDUFKFXOWXUHUHLWK.> [accessed 9 January 2019].
34 Crook, op. cit., p. 223f.
35  Robert C. Walton, ‘Religious Education. Religious Broadcasting to Schools’, The Expository Times O[Y
(1954), pp. 271-2 (p. 271).
36  Walton, op. cit., p. 271.
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Tuesdays on the Home Service, 11.40 to 12.00. Christianity and the Natural Sciences occupied 
WKHVDPHVSRWVHH¿JDQGIROORZHGWKHVDPHVWUXFWXUH,WWRRZDVDLPHGDWVL[WKIRUPHUV
DQGEURXJKWWZRGLVWLQJXLVKHGVFKRODUVWRJHWKHU0D\QDUG6PLWKZDVDSSRLQWHGGHDQDW6XVVH[
and Reverend Habgood, a trained biologist, had recently published a volume on Religion and 
Science (1964).37  
+DEJRRG¶VERRNLVEDVHGRQWKHEHOLHIWKDWFRQÀLFWH[LVWVEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQWKDWZH
KDYHWROLYHZLWKWKLVWKDWµWKHUHDUHQR¿QDODQVZHUVWRPDQ\RIWKHWUDGLWLRQDOSUREOHPVRIVFLHQFH
DQGUHOLJLRQDQGWKDWZHRYHUVLPSOLI\RXUDFWXDOH[SHULHQFHRIOLIHLIZHLJQRUHRQHRUWKHRWKHURI
WKHPRULPDJLQHWKDWWKHFRQÀLFWEHWZHHQWKHPLVRIWKHNLQGLQZKLFKRQHVLGHRUWKHRWKHUPXVW
win.’+HGH¿QHGVFLHQFHDVDVNLQJTXHVWLRQVWKDWFDQEHDQVZHUHGDVSURYLGLQJLQIRUPDWLRQDQG
with a strong foundation in mathematics. Religion, on the other hand, can ask questions that may 
only result in vague but possibly more relevant answers. Maynard Smith did not think there were 
‘any problems which are in principle outside the scope of science, problems which scientists can-
QRWVWXG\)RUH[DPSOHWKHUHLVQRWKLQJLPSRVVLEOHDERXWDVFLHQWL¿FVWXG\RIUHOLJLRXVH[SHULHQFH
itself.’39 Habgood’s view on the science-religion relationship is further illuminated by his interpre-
WDWLRQRIHYROXWLRQDVDFDVHLQZKLFKDQGWRLWVSUR¿WWKHRORJ\KDVOHDUQWIURPVFLHQFH
To admit this […] is simply to recognise that one of the important ways in which God 
leads us to the truth is through science; and although theologians claim to be able to say 
some true and valuable things about God and man, they cannot and should not claim 
to be able to say everything. There are times when they must discover the meaning of 
WKHLURZQGRFWULQHVZLWKVFLHQWL¿FKHOS40
6FLHQFHFDQFDXVHWKHRORJLDQVDQ[LHW\EXWWKDWLVQRWWKHVDPHDVGHIHDWERWKVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ
have to realize they are not blueprints for reality. Science can make theologians rethink their 
ideas, ‘and it is no dishonour or disaster when in the light of science old doctrines are understood 
in new ways.’41 When this rethinking did not happen, as Maynard Smith made clear, there will 
EHFRQÀLFWEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ%RWKVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQXQGHUVWDQGWKHPVHOYHVWREH
ZD\VRIH[SODLQLQJWKHXQLYHUVH42FRQÀLFWVDULVHZKHQWKHUHDUHWZRFRQWUDGLFWLQJH[SODQDWLRQV
for the same phenomenon.43 Evolutionary theory is such a case. 
Maynard Smith saw the main distinction between science and religion in their methodology. 
(DUOLHULQWKH\HDULQZKLFKWKHEURDGFDVWVZHUHUHFRUGHGKHEURXJKWXS.DUO3RSSHU¶VSKL
losophy of science in a book review. Popper’s main thesis, he wrote, ‘is that an idea only belongs to 
VFLHQFHLILWFRXOGEHIDOVL¿HGE\REVHUYDWLRQ¶440D\QDUG6PLWKGLGQRWVSHFL¿FDOO\PHQWLRQ3RSSHU
LQKLV*RGEURDGFDVWVEXWWKHFRQFHSWRIIDOVL¿FDWLRQLVDSSDUHQWLQKLVH[SODQDWLRQVRIKRZVFLHQFH
works. Contrary to what is meant by theory in everyday language, in science a theory is something 
that is well-tested. Starting with a problem or puzzle that needs addressing, one formulates a 
K\SRWKHVLVWKDWLVWHVWHGWKURXJKH[SHULPHQWREVHUYDWLRQDQGIDFWJDWKHULQJ7KLVLVJLYHQWKHVWDWXV
RIDVFLHQWL¿FWKHRU\LILWSDVVHVWKHWHVWVDQGPDNHVVHQVHRIDOOWKHUHVXOWVLWQHHGVWREHLQIRUPDWLYH
LHWHOOXVVRPHWKLQJDERXWWKHSUREOHPLWDGGUHVVHVDQGLWQHHGVWRDOORZSUHGLFWLRQVµ,IDVFLHQWL¿F
WKHRU\SUHGLFWVWKDW;ZRQ¶WKDSSHQWKHQLIVRPHERG\GRHVDQH[SHULPHQWDQGVKRZ>sic] that X 
GRHVKDSSHQWKHQ\RXFDQUHMHFWWKHVFLHQWL¿FWKHRU\\RXFDQWHVWLW¶45  This testing is crucial, and 
a difference to faith and religion.
37  Sir Bryan Matthews, ‘Foreword’, in John Habgood, Religion and Science (London, 1964), p. vii.
 Habgood, op. cit., p. 10.
39 0D\QDUG6PLWK7DON,,S$GG06
40 Habgood, op. cit., p. 70.
41 Ibid. 
42 0D\QDUG6PLWK7DON,'HFHPEHU$GG06
43 0D\QDUG6PLWK7DON,,'HFHPEHU$GG06
44 John Maynard Smith, ‘Theories and Connections’, The ListenerQR0D\SSS
45 0D\QDUG6PLWK7DON,'HFHPEHU$GG06
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3RSSHULDQ LQÀXHQFHVDUHQRW WKHRQO\RQHVYLVLEOH LQ0D\QDUG6PLWK¶VGHVFULSWLRQRI WKH
VFLHQWL¿FSURFHVVDVSUREOHP±K\SRWKHVLV±H[SHULPHQW±WKHRU\7KHH[DPSOH0D\QDUG6PLWK
gave was the work of biologist and 1960 Nobel Laureate Sir Peter Medawar. Medawar had 
EHHQ0D\QDUG6PLWK¶VPHQWRUDQGFROOHDJXHDW8&/LQWKHV+HKLUHG0D\QDUG6PLWK
DVOHFWXUHULQ]RRORJ\DQGODWHUVXJJHVWHGKLPIRUWKH6XVVH[GHDQVKLS0HGDZDUKDGWDXJKW
Maynard Smith that   
VFLHQWL¿FLVVXHV>«@KDYHWREHVHWWOHGE\REVHUYDWLRQRUH[SHULPHQW,IWKHUHLVQR
REVHUYDWLRQRUH[SHULPHQWWKDWFDQVHWWOHDVFLHQWL¿FTXHVWLRQLW¶VQRWDVFLHQWL¿F
TXHVWLRQ>«@8OWLPDWHO\WKHUHKDVWREHDVFLHQWL¿FWKHUHKDVWREHDQH[SHULPHQWDO
or observational way of doing it.46
Medawar was also a strong proponent and popularizer of Popper’s ideas,47 and it is conceiva-
ble that they discussed them. Popper’s /RJLFRI6FLHQWL¿F'LVFRYHU\ was translated into English 
LQDQG0D\QDUG6PLWKDFFHSWHGLWVYLHZVRQZKDWDVFLHQWL¿FWKHRU\LVSULPDULO\EDVHG
RQH[DPSOHV IURPSK\VLFV).49 Maynard Smith was also occasionally in touch with Popper, 
who had sent him an offprint of his 1963 paper ‘Science: Problems, Aims, Responsibilities’.50 
<HWKHQHYHUDFFHSWHGDOORI3RSSHU¶VSKLORVRSK\DVLVHYLGHQWLQDUHYLHZRI3RSSHU¶V
The Open Universe.51  He disagreed with ideas in the book, in part because he was a biologist 
and because he felt that ‘Popper is sometimes too ready to treat as insoluble problems I would 
OLNHWRVHHVROYHG¶H[DPSOHVEHLQJFRQVFLRXVQHVVDQGWKHRULJLQRIOLIH52 It appears that another 
source of disagreement between them were Popper’s views on evolution. The archive contains 
DPDQXVFULSWZULWWHQDQGVHQWE\WKHPROHFXODUELRORJLVWDQG1REHO/DXUHDWH0D[3HUXW]
3HUXW]ZDVUHDFWLQJWR3RSSHUJLYLQJWKH¿UVW0HGDZDU/HFWXUHDWWKH5R\DO6RFLHW\LQ
with a piece entitled ‘Popper’s New Interpretation of Darwinism’.53 He wrote to Maynard 
6PLWKµ,DPVRJODGWKDW\RXOLNHGP\DUWLFOH±,WKRXJKW,FRXOGQRWOHW3RSSHUJHWDZD\ZLWKDOO
that nonsense.’54 (‘All that nonsense’ was Popper’s suggestion to split Darwinism into an active 
and a passive form. The ‘main sources of nature’s creativity are not Darwin’s blind chance and 
natural selection but the problem-solving of all organisms and, in a later evolutionary stage, the 
FXULRVLW\SUHIHUHQFHVDQGDQ[LHWLHVRILQGLYLGXDOV55 
It is unclear how deeply Maynard Smith engaged with Popper’s philosophy, and he was 
JHQHUDOO\ZDU\RIOHWWLQJSKLORVRSK\LQÀXHQFHVFLHQFH%XWKHKDGµJUHDWUHVSHFW¶IRUKLPDQG
46  Maynard Smith and Dawkins, op. cit., ‘Peter Medawar: “He smiles and smiles and is a villain”’ 
<ZZZZHERIVWRULHVFRPSOD\MRKQPD\QDUGVPLWK>. 
47 1HLO &DOYHU µ6LU 3HWHU 0HGDZDU 6FLHQFH &UHDWLYLW\ DQG WKH 3RSXODUL]DWLRQ RI .DUO 3RSSHU¶ Notes and 
Records of the Royal SocietyO[YLLSS
 'DYLG 1 6WDPRV µ3RSSHU )DOVL¿DELOLW\ DQG (YROXWLRQDU\ %LRORJ\¶ Biology and Philosophy [L  
pp. 161-91.
49  John Maynard Smith, ‘An Agnostic View of Evolution’, in Ian Ramsey (ed.), Biology and Personality 
2[IRUGSSS
50 .DUO3RSSHUµ6FLHQFH3UREOHPV$LPV5HVSRQVLELOLWLHV¶Federation Proceedings[[LLSS
$GG06
51  ‘Popper’s World’, London Review of Books$XJXVWSS
52  Popper enjoyed ‘this very charming piece’ which a friend passed on to him in 1993. ‘Your Review-Chapter 
“27 Popper’s World” is the most pleasant piece about myself I have ever read (according to my miserable 
PHPRU\ , DP LQ P\ QG \HDU 7KDQN \RX YHU\ YHU\ PXFK¶ .DUO 3RSSHU WR -RKQ 0D\QDUG 6PLWK 
'HFHPEHU$GG06
53 8OWLPDWHO\SXEOLVKHGDV0D[3HUXW]µ$1HZ9LHZRI'DUZLQLVP¶New ScientistQRSS
54 0D[3HUXW]WR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK-XO\$GG06
55  Hans-Joachim Niemann, Karl Popper and the Two Secrets of Life (Tübingen, 2014), p. 2. Popper’s views on 
evolutionary biology changed throughout his life, cf. Stamos, op. cit.
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considered him as ‘a genuine contributor to our understanding of what we’re doing.’56 What he 
WRRNIURP3RSSHU¶VZRUNDVPHQWLRQHGDERYHZHUHKLVMXVWL¿FDWLRQVIRUDFFHSWLQJDVFLHQWL¿F
WKHRU\DQGIRUFRQVLGHULQJDWKHRU\DVVFLHQWL¿FLQWKH¿UVWSODFH
What we can demand of a theory is that it should be possible to deduce from it by logic 
FHUWDLQFRQVHTXHQFHVZKLFKZHFDQWHVW,QSDUWLFXODUDWKHRU\VKRXOGH[FOXGHFHUWDLQ
FODVVHVRIHYHQWV>«@$WKHRU\ZKLFKH[FOXGHVFHUWDLQHYHQWVFDQEHIDOVL¿HGLILWLV
DFFHSWHGWKDWHYHQWVZKLFKLWH[FOXGHVLQIDFWKDSSHQ7KHZLGHUWKHUDQJHRIHYHQWV
ZKLFKDWKHRU\H[FOXGHVWKHPRUHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWKHUHDUHWRIDOVLI\LWDQGWKHPRUH
informative the theory is.57 
These views were published in a 1965 book collecting papers from a conference where 
H[SHUWV LQ ELRFKHPLVWU\ ELRORJ\ QHXURSK\VLRORJ\ DQG SV\FKRORJ\ PHW ZLWK RI¿FHUV RI WKH
0RGHUQ &KXUFKPDQ¶V 8QLRQ DQG GLVFXVVHG VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ ,Q HIIHFW KH H[SODLQHG
3RSSHU¶VFRQFHSWRIIDOVL¿DELOLW\LQPRUHGHWDLOWKDQLQKLVDOOXVLRQVWRLWLQWKH*RGEURDGFDVWV
+HDJDLQXVHG3RSSHU±ZLWKRXWH[SOLFLWPHQWLRQRIRUUHIHUHQFHWRKLP±LQDQHVVD\RQWKH
µVWDWXVRIQHR'DUZLQLVP¶0D\QDUG6PLWKH[SODLQHGHYROXWLRQDVKDYLQJWKHIROORZLQJ
properties: multiplication, heredity, and variation. The way to refute neo-Darwinism, to falsify 
it along Popperian lines, would be to demonstrate either that its assumptions made in relation 
to, and because of, the three properties mentioned ‘are not in fact true of all organisms’ or that 
µSDWWHUQVRI HYROXWLRQPD\RFFXUZKLFKDUH LQH[SOLFDEOHRQ WKHQHR'DUZLQLVW DVVXPSWLRQV¶
/DPDUFNLDQSDWWHUQVEHLQJDQH[DPSOH59
In general, then, Maynard Smith felt it was important that people understood how science 
works and how it differs from religion, using Popperian philosophy of science to highlight the 
GLIIHUHQFHV+HZDVQRWGRJPDWLFDOO\UHIXVLQJUHOLJLRQDVKDYLQJQRYDOXHDWDOO±WKHUHPD\EHD
SRHWLFRQH±EXWGLGSRLQWRXWLWFRXOGQRWH[SODLQWKHZRUOGDVVXFK7KLVUDWKHUGLSORPDWLFYLHZ
becomes less so when Maynard Smith moves from general discussions of science and religion 
WR GLUHFW FKDOOHQJHV RI WKH VFLHQWL¿F ZRUOG YLHZ ± DQG KLV ¿HOG RI HYROXWLRQDU\ VFLHQFH ± E\
creationists. He introduced a 1972 essay collection as a means of ‘taking stock’ of evolutionary 
biology.60 Similarly to physicists’ views at the end of the previous century, population geneticists 
now believed that ‘the fundamentals are known, and all that remains is to work out the details’. One 
could wonder, however, as ‘there appears to be a widespread conviction that there is something 
rotten in the state of evolutionary theory’. Maynard Smith quickly added ‘that this conviction, 
DOWKRXJKZLGHVSUHDGLVFRQ¿QHGWRWKRVHZKRGRQRWZRUNLQWKH¿HOGRISRSXODWLRQJHQHWLFV¶61 
He differentiated between specialists’ and non-specialists’ views on the theory of evolution and 
detected a reluctance on the part of the latter to accept natural selection as the processes bringing 
about humans.62 That reluctance is very apparent in the criticisms voiced in creationist publications 
like those of the Jehovah’s Witnesses discussed above. 
56 0D\QDUG 6PLWK DQG 'DZNLQVµ.DUO 3RSSHU DQG WKH 3KLORVRSK\ RI 6FLHQFH¶ ZZZZHERIVWRULHVFRP
SOD\MRKQPD\QDUGVPLWK>.
57  ‘An Agnostic View of Evolution’, p. 51.
  John Maynard Smith, ‘The Status of Neo-Darwinism’ (1969), reprinted in his On Evolution (Edinburgh, 
SSS
59 ,ELGS
60  Ibid., p. 1.
61  Ibid.
62  It should be pointed out that among those working on evolution there are those who criticize the emphasis on natural 
VHOHFWLRQQRWDUJXLQJIRULWVLQDSSOLFDELOLW\EXWIRULWVLQVXI¿FLHQF\LQEULQJLQJDERXWHYROXWLRQDU\FKDQJH6WHSKHQ
Jay Gould and a few other palaeontologists and evolutionary biologists, for instance, have called neo-Darwinists 
like Maynard Smith and others, e.g. Richard Dawkins, ‘ultra-Darwinists’ following an adaptationist programme. 
See e.g. Stephen J. Gould and Richard C. Lewontin, ‘The Spandrels of San Marco and the Panglossian Paradigm: 
A Critique of the Adaptationist Programme’, Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B, Biological 
SciencesFFYSSDOVR.LP6WHUHOQ\Dawkins vs Gould. Survival of the Fittest (Cambridge, 2001).
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In the same essay, Maynard Smith included a reference to Teilhard de Chardin, the French 
-HVXLW WKHRORJLDQDQGSDODHRQWRORJLVWZKRPL[HGVFLHQFHDQG UHOLJLRQ LQDSXEOLFDWLRQ
(translated into English in 1959).63 The Phenomenon of Man had a favourable introduction by 
-XOLDQ+X[OH\ELRORJLVWDQGVFLHQFHSRSXODUL]HUZKRZURWH
3qUH7HLOKDUGGH&KDUGLQ>«@KDVHIIHFWHGDWKUHHIROGV\QWKHVLV±RIWKHPDWHULDODQG
physical world with the world of mind and spirit; of the past with the future; and of 
variety with unity, the many with the one.64
Medawar, on the other hand, gave it a scathing review (‘the greater part of it […] is nonsense […] 
DQGLWVDXWKRUFDQEHH[FXVHGRIGLVKRQHVW\RQO\RQWKHJURXQGVWKDWEHIRUHGHFHLYLQJRWKHUVKH
has taken great pains to deceive himself’),65 and Maynard Smith was not fond of it either. He took 
part in a discussion of Teilhard’s work on BBC One in 1966,66 in 1972 still noted an ‘odd enthusi-
asm for Teilhard de Chardin’,67DQGLQFRPPHQWHGLQDUHYLHZRI6WHSKHQ-D\*RXOG¶VThe 
Pandas ThumbWKDWKHµOHDUQWDORWDERXWWKH3LOWGRZQIRUJHU\DQGZDVGHOLJKWHGWR¿QGWKDW>KLV@
long-felt suspicion that Teilhard de Chardin had something to do with it is not entirely without 
support’. The problem Maynard Smith saw was the attempt to turn to evolutionary biology 
looking for moral guidance. In an article for the popular science magazine New Scientist on the 
developmental biologist C. H. Waddington, Maynard Smith wrote about the dilemma between 
WKHVFLHQWL¿FZRUOGYLHZWKDWZDVLQFUHDVLQJO\WKHEDVLVIRUDQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHQDWXUHRIOLIH
and the fact that (in the West at least) our moral and belief system is based on Christianity. ‘Many 
of our present problems stem from the irreconcilable differences between these two methods of 
thought,’ he continued, and there were two ways of dealing with the dilemma: one can, as Jacques 
Monod did in Chance and NecessityDFFHSWWKHGXDOLVPµ7KHVFLHQWL¿FZRUOGSLFWXUHFDUULHVQR
moral message, and ascribes no role or purpose to man. Man needs beliefs and values, but cannot 
derive them from science.’ Alternatively, one can follow Waddington’s approach as outlined in 
The Ethical Animal and ‘attempt to rebuild a single coherent picture of the world, which includes 
science, ethics and aesthetics’.69 0D\QDUG6PLWKZDVLQFOLQHGWRDJUHHZLWK0RQRGDV8OOLFD
Segerstråle has noted, he (and, for instance, Richard Dawkins) strongly favoured a fact-value 
distinction. She refers to them as the ‘objectivist school’, regarding ‘evolutionary biology as a 
UHJXODUGHVFULSWLYHDQGH[SODQDWRU\VFLHQFHMXVWOLNHRWKHUVFLHQFHV0HPEHUVRIWKLVJURXSSRLQW
out we need to keep science separate from ideology.’70 
 
B. Creationist Debates
 
It is interesting to note that against this backdrop of scientists like Teilhard or Waddington 
ORRNLQJIRUKROLVWLFH[SODQDWLRQVDQGJUDQGV\QWKHVHVEULQJLQJVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQWRJHWKHU
Maynard Smith started debating with creationists (some prefer creation scientists). In the 1970s 
DQGVWKHHYROXWLRQFUHDWLRQLVVXHZDVFRQWLQXDOO\GLVFXVVHGLQGHEDWHVZKLFK±ZKLOHWKH\
ZHUHIRFXVHGLQWKH86±DOVRIRXQGWKHLUZD\WR%ULWDLQ'XDQH*LVKRQHRIWKHPRVWSXEOLFO\
63  Michael Ruse, From Monad to Man. The Concept of Progress in Evolutionary Biology (Cambridge, 
Mass., 2009), p. 35.
64 -XOLDQ+X[OH\µ,QWURGXFWLRQ¶LQ7HLOKDUGGH&KDUGLQThe Phenomenon of Man, tr. B. Wall (New York, 
SSS
65  Peter Medawar, ‘Critical Notice. Review of Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man, MindO[[
(1961), pp. 99-106 (p. 99).
66  ‘Viewpoint: Teilhard Discussed’, Radio Times (24 February 1966), p. 42.
67  ‘The Status of Neo-Darwinism’ (1969), reprinted in his On Evolution (Edinburgh, 1972), p. 1.
 -RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWKµ7LQNHULQJ¶UHSXEOLVKHGLQKLVDid Darwin Get It Right?, pp. 93-7 (p. 94).
69  John Maynard Smith, ‘Ethics and Human Evolution’, New Scientist (15 April 1976), pp. 120-3 (p. 120).
70 8OOLFD6HJHUVWUnOHDefenders of the Truth: The Battle for Science in the Sociobiology Debate and Beyond 
2[IRUGS
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known creationists, debated debated with the palaeontologist E. G. Halstead at Reading, the 
]RRORJLVW 3URIHVVRU -$OH[DQGHU DW /HHGV DQG 0D\QDUG 6PLWK DW 6XVVH[ LQ 71 These 
debates were funded in a variety of ways, through ticket sales or with the help of organizations 
like the Campus Crusade for Christ.727KLVJURXSDOVRRUJDQL]HGWKH6XVVH[GHEDWH73 an event 
which shows that Maynard Smith’s involvement with the creationists was more than a passive 
interest in their literature. 
*LVKZDVDWUDLQHGELRFKHPLVWZLWKGHJUHHVIURPWKH8QLYHUVLWLHVRI&DOLIRUQLD/RV$QJHOHV
and Berkeley who resigned from a pharmacological company in 1971 to devote all his time to 
µWKHVWXG\RIWKHVFLHQWL¿FHYLGHQFHUHODWHGWRWKHTXHVWLRQRIFUHDWLRQYHUVXVHYROXWLRQWKHRU\¶
He was associate director of the Institute for Creation Research and published and talked widely 
RQ µVFLHQWL¿F HYLGHQFH DJDLQVW HYROXWLRQ DQG RQ RWKHU %LEOHVFLHQFH VXEMHFWV¶74 In the late 
1970s, he was on a lecture tour around Britain, with scheduled appearances at ten universities, 
DPRQJVWZKLFKWKRVHPHQWLRQHGDERYH$V6WHSKHQ6L]HURIWKH8QLYHUVLW\RI6XVVH[¶V&DPSXV
Crusade for Christ branch wrote to Maynard Smith, Gish was to give four lectures between 
12 and 15 February 1979. His topics were: 
  Creation, Evolution and the Laws of Science; 
  Creation, Evolution and the Origin of Life; 
  Creation, Evolution and the Fossil Record; and 
  Creation, Evolution and the Origin of Man. 
Gish, continued Sizer, ‘has participated 
LQRYHUGHEDWHVLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVDQG
would like the opportunity of meeting you. 
The title he has suggested is, “The Theory of 
Evolution is Superior to the Theory of Special 
&UHDWLRQDVDQH[SODQDWLRQIRUWKH6FLHQWL¿F
Evidence related to Origins”.’75 Maynard 
Smith agreed, and the date was set for 
14 February.
Gish and Maynard Smith gave 25-minute 
ORQJ WDONV IROORZHG E\ ¿YH PLQXWHV LQ
which each would reply to the other, 
before the debate was opened for all.76 No 
UHFRUGLQJ RU WUDQVFULSW H[LVWV LQ 0D\QDUG
Smith’s archive, but we know that he used a 
publication of Gish’s to prepare himself. In 
µ&5($7,21(92/87,21$1'38%/,&
('8&$7,21¶*LVKDUJXHGWKDW
71  Marvin Lubenow, ‘From Fish to Gish’: The Exciting Drama of a Decade of Creation-Evolution Debates (San 
'LHJRFKDSWHU$OWKRXJK WKH LQLWLDOVGRQRWPDWFK/XEHQRZPD\EHUHIHUULQJ WR%HYHUO\+DOVWHDG
DQG 5REHUW 0F1HLOO $OH[DQGHU :LOOLDP $ 6 6DUMHDQW µ+DOVWHDG >7DUOR@ /DPEHUW %HYHUO\ ±
palaeontologist.’ Oxford Dictionary of National Biography RQOLQH HGLWLRQ  ZZZR[IRUGGQEFRP
YLHZUHIRGQERGQEH> [accessed 24 June 2019]; 
$QGUHZ$%LHZHQHUDQG$ODQ:LOVRQµ50F1HLOO$OH[DQGHU¶NatureG[[[LLS
72  Lubenow, op. cit., esp. chapter 1.
73 6WHSKHQ6L]HUWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK-DQXDU\XQGDWHG>@$GG06
74 5HVXPH±'XDQH7ROEHUW*LVK3K'$GG06
75 6WHSKHQ6L]HUWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK-DQXDU\XQGDWHG>@$GG06
76 6WHSKHQ6L]HUWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK)HEUXDU\XQGDWHG>@$GG06
Fig. 3. Poster for the debate between Duane Gish 
DQG-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK$GG06
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modern formulations of evolutionary mechanisms are vacuous and are contradictory to 
well-established natural laws, and, in contrast to commonly accepted views, the fossil 
record actually contradicts the predictions based on evolution theory. On the other 
hand, the major features of the fossil record conform admirably to predictions based on 
DFUHDWLRQPRGHO:KHQDOORIWKHVFLHQWL¿FHYLGHQFHLVFRQVLGHUHGFUHDWLRQSURYLGHVD
PRGHOIRUH[SODLQLQJRULJLQVWKDWLVVXSHULRUWRWKHHYROXWLRQPRGHO77
He wrote that the gaps in the fossil record are contradictory to the story of gradual evolution 
and change from one species into another. What the fossil record does show, according to 
*LVKLVWKHGLVWLQFWQDWXUHRIHDFKVSHFLHVDVH[SODLQHGLQWKH%LEOH(YROXWLRQKDVDOVRQHYHU
EHHQZLWQHVVHGDQGFDQQRWEHWHVWHGZLWKH[SHULPHQWDOPHWKRGVLWLVQRWDVFLHQWL¿FWKHRU\
Gish concluded that belief in evolution is as intrinsically religious as is belief in creation, that 
FUHDWLRQLVDEHWWHUH[SODQDWLRQIRUQDWXUHDQGWKDWLWVKRXOGWKHUHIRUHEHWDXJKWLQVFKRROV2XW
of this preparatory reading, Maynard Smith drew three main arguments for him to deal with 
GXULQJWKHGHEDWHWKHIRVVLOUHFRUGWKHVFLHQWL¿FQDWXUHRIHYROXWLRQDQGWKDWRIFUHDWLRQ 
While the notes are, in the main part, very short, we can recreate Maynard Smith’s argument as 
IROORZV:LWKUHJDUGVWRWKHIRVVLOUHFRUGKHPDGHWZRSRLQWV2QWKHLVVXHRI¿QGLQJLQWHUPHGLDWH
IRUPVVRPHWKLQJWRVKRZRQHVSHFLHVFKDQJLQJLQWRDQRWKHUKHSRLQWHGWR'DUZLQ¶VGLI¿FXOWLHV
when writing The Origin of SpeciesSXEOLVKHGLQ2QO\IHZIRVVLOVKDGEHHQGLVFRYHUHGWKHQ
and Darwin developed his theory without having seen any intermediate forms. Today, even though 
many more fossils have been found, there are still gaps in the record. As Maynard Smith pointed 
RXWWKLVLVRQO\WREHH[SHFWHG)RUIRVVLOL]DWLRQWRRFFXUDQGIRUIRVVLOVWREHFRQVHUYHGDQGIRXQG
DORWRIFRQGLWLRQVQHHGWREHPHW%XWDORWFDQVWLOOEHLQIHUUHGIURPWKHH[LVWLQJIRVVLOUHFRUG)RU
LQVWDQFHZHVHHDPRYHIURPVLPSOHUWRPRUHFRPSOH[RUJDQLVPV&RQVLGHULQJWKHXVH0D\QDUG
Smith made of his book The Theory of Evolution and that Gish used it for demonstration purposes, 
it is also plausible to assume that Maynard Smith used an argument presented there.
1RZLILWLVWUXHWKDWGHFLVLYHHYROXWLRQDU\DGYDQFHVZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRWDNHSODFH
E\UDSLGHYROXWLRQLQVLQJOHVSHFLHVRUDWPRVWJURXSVRIUHODWHGVSHFLHVFRQ¿QHGWRD
particular part of the world, it follows that the number of individuals representing any 
particular structural stage is very small when compared to the number of individuals 
at a given stage in a larger group of animals evolving more slowly. Consequently, 
transitional forms are less likely to be found as fossils. It is, in fact, the case that 
major groups often appear suddenly in the fossil record, and although it is usually 
possible to identify the group from which they have originated, intermediates are rare; 
sometimes, as in the case of Archaeopteryx, one is lucky. Strictly, the rareness of such 
LQWHUPHGLDWHVLVDFRQ¿UPDWLRQRIWKHYLHZWKDWWKHRULJLQRIPDMRUJURXSVRFFXUV
rapidly in a limited population, rather than a deduction from it.79
7R*LVK¶V DUJXPHQW WKDW HYROXWLRQDU\ WKHRU\ LVQRW VFLHQWL¿FEHFDXVH LW FDQQRWEH WHVWHG
0D\QDUG6PLWKUHSOLHGWKHIROORZLQJ7KHLGHDLVQRWWRSURYHLWWUXH±VFLHQFHKDVJLYHQXSRQ
WKHFODLPWRSURYLGHFHUWDLQW\+LVQRWHVUHDGµURXJKO\3RSSHUµ)$/6,),$%/(¶LQWKLVVHQVH
(YROXWLRQ7KHRU\PDQLIHVWO\IDOVL¿DEOH¶ He then used the same argumentation to demonstrate 
WKDWFUHDWLRQLVQRWVFLHQWL¿F
%87±FDQQRWEHUHIXWHG±*266(µRQHHQRUPRXVDQGXQQHFHVVDU\OLH
:KDWIRUFHLVµFDQQRWEHUHIXWHG¶""$0""
            The Essential Difference 
77 *LVKµ&5($7,21(92/87,21$1'38%/,&('8&$7,21¶$GG06
 0D\QDUG6PLWKµ'HDOZLWK7KLQJV¶$GG06
79  John Maynard Smith, The Theory of Evolution &DPEULGJHS
 0D\QDUG6PLWKµ'HDOZLWK7KLQJV¶$GG06
  Ibid.
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This refers to Philip Gosse’s book Omphalos: An Attempt to Untie the Geological Knot
*RVVHDWWHPSWHGWRH[SODLQZK\JHRORJLFDODQGRWKHUVLJQVLPSO\WKH(DUWK¶VKLVWRU\LVORQJHU
than the 6,000 years suggested by the Bible. He rejected the idea of the Earth’s antiquity but 
QHHGHGWRH[SODLQZK\LWDSSHDUHGROG+HSURSRVHGWZRµ³ODZV´±DOORUJDQLFQDWXUHPRYHVLQ
DSHUSHWXDOFLUFOHDQGFUHDWLRQLVLQWHUUXSWLRQLQWRWKHFLUFOH±DQGFRQFOXGH>G@V\OORJLVWLFDOO\
that every created organism must possess all those physical attributes characterizing the 
position in the circle at which its creation occurred’. The book was a failure, and more cynical 
interpretations summarized it as God having created ‘one enormous and unnecessary lie’. The 
repetition of quotation marks in Maynard Smith’s notes hints at incredulity at some of the 
FUHDWLRQLVWDUJXPHQWVDQGVWRULHVVXFKDV%LVKRS8VVKHU¶VDWWHPSWWRFDOFXODWHWKHH[DFWGD\
and time of creation. 
7KHUHDUHWZRSXEOLVKHGVXPPDULHVRIWKH6XVVH[GHEDWH0DUYLQ/XEHQRZ¶VDQGWKHRQHLQ
WKH8QLYHUVLW\RI6XVVH[¶VBulletinVHH¿J/XEHQRZLVD%DSWLVWSDVWRUDQGPHPEHURIWKH
Creation Research Society. He helped organize and was present at many of Gish’s debates and 
wrote a book on them, From Fish to Gish+HDOVRZURWHDERRNRQWKHIRVVLOUHFRUG
Bones of Contention: The Bible and the Human Fossils, to demonstrate that the fossil record 
proves Special Creation.) Lubenow summarized:
Gish held aloft a copy of Maynard Smith’s book, The Theory of Evolution, with a 
picture of an evolutionary tree on the cover. He emphasized that this evolutionary tree, 
WREHDOHJLWLPDWHVFLHQWL¿FWKHRU\PXVWEHDFRQWLQXXPIURPWKHURRWVWRWKHHQGVRI
the branches without a single gap anywhere. Gish then went on to demonstrate that 
WKHRQO\SDUWRIWKHWUHHWKDWGRHVH[LVWLVWKHWLSVRIWKHEUDQFKHV±WKHWLQ\WZLJVWKDW
represent present-day life. 
*LVK¿UVWGHFODUHGWKDWDWUHHPXVWKDYHDVHHG+HOLNHQHGWKLVVHHGWRWKH¿UVWVLQJOHFHOOHG
organism in the evolution of life. He then demonstrated that a naturalistic origin of life was 
simply out of the question based on known principles of kinetics and thermodynamics.
Lubenow complained that Maynard Smith used humour and sarcasm rather than facts when 
dealing with Gish and his arguments.0D\QDUG6PLWK¶V3RSSHULDQ H[SODQDWLRQVRIZKDW LW
PHDQVIRUDWKHRU\WREHVFLHQWL¿FZHUHDOVRXQVDWLVIDFWRU\
*LVK>«@FODLPHGWKDWQHLWKHUHYROXWLRQQRUFUHDWLRQZHUHUHIXWDEOHVFLHQWL¿FWKHRULHV±
DOWKRXJKERWKKDYHHOHPHQWVRIVFLHQWL¿FGDWDLQWKHP6PLWKWKHQSURWHVWHGVD\LQJWKDW
KHKDGJLYHQFHUWDLQFULWHULDZKHUHE\HYROXWLRQFRXOGEHIDOVL¿HG,IWKHGHHSHUURFNV
DOOHJHGO\ROGHUURFNVKDGPRUHVSHFLHVLQWKHPEHORQJLQJWRH[LVWLQJJHQHUDWKDQWKH
PRUHUHFHQWURFNVKDYH6PLWKVWDWHGHYROXWLRQZRXOGEHIDOVL¿HG
 6PLWKµ:RXOG\RXQRWDFFHSWWKDWDVDIDOVL¿FDWLRQRIHYROXWLRQ"¶
     Gish: ‘No, and I don’t believe you will either, because on that basis I can falsify 
your theory.’ 
  Frederic Ross, ‘Philip Gosse’s Omphalos, Edmund Gosse’s Father and Son, and Darwin’s Theory 
of Natural Selection’, Isis O[YLLL  SS  S  6HH DOVR 5RQ 5RL]HQ µ7KH 5HMHFWLRQ RI
Omphalos: A Note on Shifts in the Intellectual Hierarchy of Mid-Nineteenth Century Britain’, Journal 
for the Scientific Study of Religion[[LSS
 He concluded it was created in 4004 BC, based on the Old Testament genealogies. 
 Lubenow, op. cit., pp. iii-iv.
 Ibid., p. 211f.
 Ibid., p. 213.
  Ibid., p. 213f. Throughout the brief account of the debate, Lubenow refers to Maynard Smith as Maynard 
Smith, Smith and Dr Smith (he did not have a Ph.D.).
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2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG VWDQGV WKH 6XVVH[ 8QLYHUVLW\ Bulletin’s note on the debate. It pointed 
out that Gish used stock lecture notes for his statement and failed to answer Maynard Smith’s 
question on what kind of creationist beliefs he actually had. In fact, the contrast of memories and 
comments is remarkable. Lubenow depicts Maynard Smith as a self-contradicting evolutionist 
ZKRFDQQRWKHOSEXWUHVRUWWRKXPRXUUDWKHUWKDQVFLHQWL¿FHYLGHQFHWRPDNHKLVSRLQWV,QThe 
Neck of the Giraffe)UDQFLV+LWFKLQJDUJXHGWKDWWKHHYHQWµZDVQ¶WVRPXFKDGHEDWHDV
a statement of two irreconcilable points of view’. He described Maynard Smith as ‘doughty’ 
DQGµWKHDWULFDO¶ZKLOH*LVKµPDGHDFRQ¿GHQWNQRZOHGJHDEOHVSHHFKDERXWWKHIRVVLOUHFRUG¶
 
No vote was taken, though undoubtedly the great majority were on Maynard Smith’s 
VLGH%XWLQ(QJODQGVWXGHQWVE\DQGODUJHDUHQRORQJHU&KULVWLDQVH[FHSWLQQDPH 
‘A tragedy,’ Duane Gish said sadly to me afterwards. 
Fig. 4. µ7KH%XOOHWLQ¶)HEUXDU\S$GG06
  Francis Hitching, The Neck of the Giraffe: Where Darwin Went Wrong 1HZ+DYHQ  S I
/XEHQRZKDGJLYHQ0D\QDUG6PLWK WKH WLWOH'UZKLFKKHGLGQRWKDYH+LWFKLQJ LQGH[HGKLPXQGHU
µ6PLWK6LU-RKQ0D\QDUG¶S
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,QFRPPHQWVRQDQLQWHUQHWIRUXPGLVFXVVLQJDGHEDWHEHWZHHQ.HQ+DPDQG%LOO1\HDQG
among other things, if Nye would be able to withstand the ‘Gish Gallop’),  howiekornstein wrote: 
,WGRHVQ¶WWDNHH[SHUWLVHLQ%LRORJ\WRDUJXHDJDLQVWWKHLGLRF\RIFUHDWLRQLVPRQO\
JRRGGHEDWLQJVNLOOV7KHVSHFL¿FWDOHQWQHHGHGLVDQDELOLW\WRGHDODIDWDOEORZWRD
high-steam gish gallop. The most skilled debater in doing a hatchet job on a creationist 
gish gallop (IMHO) was John Maynard Smith.90
+H ZDV HFKRHG E\ FROQDJR ZKR ZURWH WKDW µLW LV SRVVLEOH WR GHEDWH FUHDWLRQLVWV LI RQH LV
well prepared. […] John Maynard Smith successfully debated Duane Gish. The bottom line 
is preparation to combat the Gish gallop.’91 &ROQDJR DOVR SRLQWHG RXW WKDW WKH µODWH -RKQ
Maynard Smith […] pummelled’ Gish.92 (On a different forum, they described Maynard Smith 
as dismembering Gish: ‘Gish was considered a great debater until he made the mistake of 
debating John Maynard Smith’.)93
0D\QDUG6PLWK LVRQ UHFRUG IRURQHPRUHGHEDWH ,Q2[IRUG8QLYHUVLW\¶VGHEDWLQJ
VRFLHW\WKH2[IRUG8QLRQLQYLWHGVSHDNHUVIRUD+X[OH\0HPRULDO'HEDWHRQWKHPRWLRQµ7KDW
the doctrine of creation is more valid than the theory of evolution’.  The main speakers in 
favour were Professor Arthur Wilder-Smith (chemist) and Edgar Andrews (physicist); against 
spoke Richard Dawkins and Maynard Smith (biologists). On both sides of the house there were 
further shorter speeches by union members. The archive contains no record of any preparation 
on Maynard Smith’s side, although Dawkins sent him a letter quoting Andrews’s From Nothing 
to NatureDGGLQJµ:KDWLVWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIHUURUVLQWKLVVKRUWSDVVDJH"¶7KDWZDVLQIDFW
Dawkins’s strategy for the debate: taking apart Andrews’s book, for which he was criticized by 
Wilder-Smith.) Maynard Smith did take very brief notes during the debate, starting with writing 
down ‘The most bogus ideas ...’96 
The debate was recorded and is currently available on youtube,97 yet the unfortunately 
mediocre quality means the vote is unclear. The most quoted numbers of ayes are 115 or 150, 
RSSRVLQJQRHV3RSSHUPDGHQRDSSHDUDQFHLQWKLVGHEDWHEXW0D\QDUG6PLWKUHSHDWHGKLV
point made in the God broadcasts: one very important difference between science and religion 
OLHVLQWKHLUH[SODQDWRU\SRZHU,QKHKDGDUJXHGWKDWERWKDUHDWWHPSWVWRXQGHUVWDQGWKH
ZRUOG ,QKHFKDUJHGFUHDWLRQVFLHQWLVWVZLWKQRWDFWXDOO\FRQWULEXWLQJDQ\WKLQJ WR WKLV
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ5HÀHFWLQJRQKLVRZQVFLHQWL¿FFDUHHU0D\QDUG6PLWKFRQFOXGHGWKDWLQWKH
  The ‘Gish gallop’ is now the more or less official name for a debating technique: it is a way of arguing 
one’s cause ‘by hurling as many different half-truths and no-truths into a very short space of time so that 
their opponent cannot hope to combat each point in real time.’ (Tom Holder, ‘Gish Gallop’ [blog post] 
KWWSVVSHDNLQJRIUHVHDUFKFRPJLVKJDOORS!>DFFHVVHG1RYHPEHU@
90  howiekornstein (3 January 2014), <ZK\HYROXWLRQLVWUXHZRUGSUHVVFRPWKLVPD\QRWHQG
ZHOOFRPPHQW>.
91 FROQDJR-DQXDU\KWWSVZK\HYROXWLRQLVWUXHZRUGSUHVVFRPWKLVPD\QRWHQG
ZHOOFRPPHQW>.
92 FROQDJR  )HEUXDU\  KWWSVZK\HYROXWLRQLVWUXHZRUGSUHVVFRPZKRZRQWKH
ELJHYROXWLRQFUHDWLRQGHEDWHFRPPHQW>.
93 FROQDJR1RYHPEHUKWWSDPHULFDQORRQVEORJVSRWFRPGXDQHJLVKKWPO"VKR
Z&RPPHQW F>.
94 -H\D:LOVRQWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK-XO\$GG06
95 5LFKDUG'DZNLQVWR-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWK)HEUXDU\$GG06
96 0D\QDUG6PLWKQRWHVRQWKHEDFNRIµ*LYLQJVRPHDFFRXQW¶$GG06
97 +X[OH\0HPRULDO'HEDWH¶5HFRUGLQJVDYDLODEOHDFFHVVHG1RYHPEHU3DUW, 
<ZZZ\RXWXEHFRPZDWFK"Y ',]Q7TJV>   and Part II    <ZZZ\RXWXEHFRPZDWFK"Y X.W7K'3&,8> 
or broken up into sections for each speaker, compiled into a playlist, <ZZZ\RXWXEHFRPZDWFK"Y *)-'.
%	OLVW 3/OK$KZ69[X1\8$WPV0U6R\[T3\ZP>.
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previous decades, evolutionary biologists had come increasingly closer to solving problems 
OLNHWKHHYROXWLRQRIDJHLQJRIVH[RURIFRQYHQWLRQDOEHKDYLRXU7KH\±DQGKHKLPVHOI±KDG
GRQHVRE\ZRUNLQJZLWKLQDVFLHQWL¿FIUDPHZRUN&UHDWLRQLVWVRQWKHRWKHUKDQGKDGPDLQO\
JRQHWKURXJKVFLHQWL¿FOLWHUDWXUHORRNLQJIRUFRQWUDGLFWLRQV
I believe that what this evening you have to decide, in deciding between the validity 
of the doctrine of creation or the theory of evolution, is, which of these methods of 
approach have added most to our understanding of the natural world during recent 
\HDUV,I\RXEHOLHYHWKDWDV,GRWKDWHYROXWLRQDU\ELRORJLVWV±HYHQLIWKH\¶YH
QRWVROYHGDOOWKHLUSUREOHPV±KDYHUHDOO\DGGHGWRRXUNQRZOHGJHDQGWRRXU
understanding of the world, whereas creation scientists have added virtually nothing  
to our understanding of the world, then you will oppose the motion. 
V. Conclusion 
Towards the end of his book The Evolution-Creation Struggle, charting the history and positions 
RIWKHFXUUHQWGHEDWHV0LFKDHO5XVHDVNHGWZRTXHVWLRQVGRHYROXWLRQLVWVSURPRWHDQHLWKHURU
YLHZRIUHOLJLRQLHWKDWRQHPXVWµFKRRVHEHWZHHQ*RGRU'DUZLQ¶"99 And do they promote 
HYROXWLRQµDVDJXLGHWRDQGMXVWL¿FDWLRQIRUPRUDOLW\¶"1007KHDQVZHUWRWKH¿UVWTXHVWLRQLV
that for Maynard Smith personally, it wasDFKRLFH6FLHQFHRIIHUHGWKHEHWWHUH[SODQDWLRQIRU
the world, its origins and its developments. There was a ‘good dose of scientism’ in Maynard 
6PLWK¶V ZRUOG YLHZ µLQ WKH VHQVH RI EHOLHI LQ WKH 3URJUHVVLYH QDWXUH RI VFLHQFH¶ VFLHQWL¿F
knowledge advances, improving our understanding of the world.101 In addition we have his 
UHJDUGIRU.DUO3RSSHU¶VSKLORVRSK\RIVFLHQFHDOWKRXJK LWQHHGV WREHQRWHG WKDW0D\QDUG
Smith’s overall view and use of the philosophy of science was ambiguous. He loved reading 
DQGDUJXLQJDERXWLWEXWKHGLGµQRWEHOLHYHRQHVKRXOGDOORZRQHVHOIWREHLQÀXHQFHGE\LW
when actually thinking about science’.102 Maynard Smith mostly used the philosophy of science 
as a means to advance arguments about (the validity of) science, in particular Popper’s notion 
RIIDOVL¿DELOLW\
This use is most obvious in Maynard Smith’s objections against a world view based on 
Christian and creationist assumptions. ‘They are of three kinds, to factual claims, to methods, 
and to concepts of intervention.’ 1037KH¿UVWUHODWHGWRFODLPVVXFKDVUHVXUUHFWLRQWKHWKLUGWR
WKHLGHDRIDQµLQWHUYHQWLRQLVW*RG¿GGOLQJZLWKWKHPDFKLQH¶104 Important to pick out is the 
second one, which reiterates the above arguments Maynard Smith brought against creationists 
in particular and religion more in general: the theological method of gaining (absolute) truth 
and certainty without readiness to adapt or discard theories contradicts his conviction that the 
VFLHQWL¿F PHWKRG LV WKH EHWWHU DQG PRUH SRZHUIXO ZD\ RI JDLQLQJ NQRZOHGJH RI WKH ZRUOG
5HOLJLRQLVOLNHQHGWRSRHWU\±LWFDQRQO\JLYHXVNQRZOHGJHLQDSRHWLFDOVHQVH
 µ+X[OH\0HPRULDO'HEDWH¶3URI-RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWKZZZ\RXWXEHFRPZDWFK"Y 1PNPY'W$>.
99  Ruse, op. cit., p. 203.
100  Ibid., p. 207.
101  Michael Ruse, Monad to Man. The Concept of Progress in Evolutionary Biology (Cambridge, Mass., 
S
102 0D\QDUG6PLWKDQG'DZNLQVµ.DUO3RSSHUDQGWKH3KLORVRSK\RI6FLHQFH¶ZZZZHERIVWRULHVFRP
SOD\MRKQPD\QDUGVPLWK>.
103  ‘An Agnostic View of Evolution’, Ramsey (ed.), Biology and Personality, p. 61.
104  Ibid., p. 62f.
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For Maynard Smith, creationism did not pose a serious threat to neo-Darwinism; it was not 
HYHQDVWLPXODWLRQIRUVFLHQWL¿FGLVFXVVLRQFUHDWLRQLVPLVQRWDVFLHQFHWKH\FRXOGQRWEHFRP
SDUHG7KHUHPD\EHDUROHIRUUHOLJLRQDVDIRUPRISRHWU\\HWRQO\VFLHQWL¿FFRPPXQLFDWLRQ
leads to knowledge of the world. Thinking of science and religion as simply two ways of 
talking about knowledge is unhelpful and damaging. Referring back to Teilhard de Chardin 
and also Bernard Shaw, Maynard Smith wrote that ‘Back to Methuselah and The Phenomenon 
of Man alike illustrate what nonsense intelligent men, agnostic or Christian, can write when 
they confuse science and poetry’.105 Thus, he remained ambiguous about religion until old age, 
saying in 2001, three years before his death:
I think there are two views you can have about religion. You can be tolerant of it and 
say, I don’t believe in this but I don’t mind if other people do, or you can say, I not 
only don’t believe in it but I think it is dangerous and damaging for other people to 
EHOLHYHLQLWDQGWKH\VKRXOGEHSHUVXDGHGWKDWWKH\DUHPLVWDNHQ,ÀXFWXDWHEHWZHHQ
the two. I am tolerant because religious institutions facilitate some very important work 
that would not get done otherwise, but then I look around and see what an incredible 
amount of damage religion is doing.106 
105  Ibid., p. 64.
106 -RKQ0D\QDUG6PLWKDQG+XPDQLVWV8.,QWHUYLHZKWWSVKXPDQLVPRUJXNKXPDQLVPWKHKXPDQLVW
WUDGLWLRQWKFHQWXU\KXPDQLVPMRKQPD\QDUGVPLWK> [accessed 9 February 2019].
